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Remarks 

This Reply is considered iuUy re^onsive to the Ol^i^ Action mailed March 9, 2006 , 
Claims 1-28 are pending in the application. Claims 14-28 were withdrawn from consideration by 
the Office. Claims 1-13 stand rejected, and claim 10 stanc s objected to. Claims 1 and 8-12 are 
amended. No claims are canceled. No new claims are ad( led, In view of the tisllowing remarks, 
Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and allows nee of the subject application. 

Election with Traverse 

The Ofticc has issued multiple restriction requiienr .ents in the examination of the present 
application. After the Applicants' last Reply to the Office’s restriction requirement, the Office 
has treated Applicants’ election with traverse as an electio o without traverse, arguing that the 
Applicants have purportedly failed to distinctly and spediically point out the supposed error in 
the restriction requirement. The Applicants assert that pre sdous responses have distinctly and 
specifically pointed out the errors in the restriction requirements and assert that the Office’s 
making of the restriction requirement FINAL is improper. Further, the Applicants maintain the 
traverse and wish to preserve the right to petition from the requirement under 37 C.F.R. 1 .144. 

In the first restriction requirement, dated July 27, 2005, the Office identified Group I 
(daims 1-24) and Group II (claims 25-28), and within Gre up' I, identified Spedes I (claims 1-13) 
and Species II (claims 14-24). The Office proposed that Species I claims do not redte an 
electrical connector whereas Spedes II claims do redte an electrical coimector. In response, the 
Applicants traversed the restriction requirement, asserting that claims from both identified 
Spedes recited “connectors”. The Applicants neverthelesii elected Group I and Spedes I for 
examination. 

tn the second restriction requirement, dated November 4, 2005, the Office withdrew the 
first restriction requirement and issued a second restrictior. requirement, idmtifying the same 
Groups and Species, with a different justification for the S pecies restriction. The Applicants 
nevertheless elected Cwith traverse) Group I and Species I for examination. 

In support of the second restriction requirement as it pertained to Groups I and II, the 
Office argued that a materially different process than that of Group II could be used to make the 
apparatus of Group I, specifically applying the adhesive to the second die first , etc. In a Reply 
dated December 5, 2005, Applicants argued that no order of the operations is set out in claim 25, 
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so the purported “difference” identified by the Office is in :orrect or at least immatenal. The 
Applicants respectfully submit that this argument distinctly and specifically pointed out the 
Office’s error. However, in the Office Action dated Mardi 9, 2006, the Office failed to rebut, 
respond to, or even acknowledge the Applicants’ argument. For at least the foregoing reasons, 
both the restriction requiremwit and its finality are improper. 

Fvirthermore, in si^port of the restriction requiremsnt as it pertains to Species I and II, the 
Office merely listed the claims in paragraph form and con cludes that the claims redted distinct 
inventions for the “reasons given above and have acquired separate status in the art as shown by 
their different classification”. However, no reasons were “given above” and no different 

cation was ( or isl explained or justified . In the Rep ly doted December 5, 2005, tiie 
Applicants argued that the claims were not mutually distir ct and indeed cover the same 
implementation shown in FIG. 4A. This argument is believed to distinctly and specifically point 
out the Office’s error. However, in the Office Action dated Mar^ 9, 2006, the Office &iled to 
rebut, respond to, or even acknowledge the Apiplicants* ar piment. Therefore, both the restriction 
requirement and its finality are improper. 

In the Office action dated March 9, 2006, the Office further argues with regard to 
Groups I and II that “another example of distinctiveness b stween the device and the method 
rlfliTTi is tiiat in the method, of claim 26 wherein the contro ler connected to first and second chip 
is used for flash memory and not for disk drive.” The Applicants do not understand the Office’s 
new argument and requests the Office to review the argunient for typographical/grammatical 
enors. The Applicants further point out that claim 26 is a dependent claim and that none of the 
independent claims 1, 14 or 25 recite any limitations to controllers, disc drives, or flash memory. 
As such, the Office has failed to provide any viable justifii :ation for the restriction requirement 
between Groups I and H. 

Also in the Office action dated March 9, 2006, the Office finther argues with regard to 
Species I and II that the claims of Species I purportedly reijuire a Tninimum of one electrical 
connector and the claims of Species II purportedly require a minimum of two electrical 
c onn ectors. The Apiplicants respectfully yet earnestly diss gree. To support a requirement for 
restriction between two or more related product invention!!, bo& two-way distinctness and 
reasons for insisting on restriction are necessary, i.e., sepa-ate classification, status in the art, or 
field of search. See MPEP §806.5(j)< I>> the present appli cation, both independent claims 1 
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and 14 recite “at least two dice” and “at least one electrical 
of aminiimim of two electrical conneotots in claim 14. n| 
existed in claim 14, the Oi^ce has failed to show why such 
of distinctiveness and has not met its burden as specified i: 
For die foregoing reasons, the Applicants maintain 
finahty of the restriction requirement, and preserve the rig 
restriction under 37 C.F.R. 1.144. 



connecter”. There is no requirement 
^ertheless, even if such a requirement 
a difference would support a finding 
|i MPEP §806.50*). 
the traverse, request removal of the 
jit to petition for removal fix>m the 



Specification 

The Applicants acknowledge the OfEce’s request tb 
that the Applicants are aware of. No such errors have beei i 



Claim Objection 

The Office has objected to a purported informality 
Applicants have reviewed claim 10 and have amended cl 
Furthramore, the Applicants have amended claim 9 to dep| 
are believed to merely correct typographical errors in die 
basis requirements of the amended claims. 



Claim Selections — 35 U.S.C. ^102 

The Office has rejected claims 1-8, 12-13 under 34| 
antidpatod by U.S. Patent No. 6,538,33 1 to Masude et al. 
on page 4 of the Office action fails to identify claim 1 1 as 
rejection argument on page 8 of the Office action appears 
is responsive to an apparent rejection of claim 1 1 . 

Claim 1 has been amended to recite a third die and| 
the third die and the stacked dice by a direct die-to-die co: 
suggest an apparatus as recited in claim 1 - Masuda’s 
memory chips to a circuit board on which the memory chi;|x 
Masuda fails to disclose or suggest a third die being conn 
connection of a stacked dice via a direct die-to-die connecto: 



iiln( 



wires 



correct any etrors in the specification 
identified at this time. 



in the first line of claim 10. The 
10 to depend from claim 9. 
md from claim 8. These amendments 
claims, as evident fix»m the antecedent 



U.S.C. §1 02(e) as being purportedly 
“Masuda”). Hie rejection summary 
jbeing rejected; however, a detailed 
:o rgect claim 11. As such, this Reply 



a direct electrical connection between 
ector. Masuda fails to disclose or 
connect the bonding pads of each 
IS are stacked. No direct connection 
directly to an electrical 
T. Accordingly, Masuda fails to 



dcted 



ei •«! 



i.LL0-LLe-02i. 



<uo)3ui3p3 *8 utix RdisudH 



Mde2S2 9002 60 3no 



best available copy 




82>to:(ss-iuui) NOlIViina . ii/0 Lit m'm * OOC8C/2:SINC « 6imd3-01dSn:HAS « Nil Wa] os;oc:t 9002/6/8 iV QAOd i Sl/n 39Vd 



anticipate or make obvious the invention of claim 1, so all| 
requested. 

Claims 2-8 and 11-13 depend firom claim 1, which 
Accordingly, claims 2-8 and 1 1-13 are believed allowable 
claim 1 . As such, allowance of claims 2-8 and 1 1-13 is re 



pwance of claim 1 is respectfully 

is believed to be allowable, 
for at least the same reasons as 
spectMiy requested. 



Claim Relectlons - 35 U.S.C. S102 or 8103 

The 0£dce has rejected claims 9 and 10 under 34 
anticipated by XJ.S. Patent No. 6,538,331 to Masuda or ali 
being purportedly obvious in light of Masuda. 

Claims 9 and 10 depend from daim 1, which is be] 
claims 9 and 1 0 are believed allowable for at least the s 
allowance of claims 9 and 10 is respectfully requested. 



U.S.C. § 102(e) as being purportedly 
tmiatively under 34 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as 



ame 



ieved to be allowable. Accordingly, 
reasons as claim 1. As such, 
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